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Abstract
This article investigates geosocial patterns of marriage strategies among the leadership of
Hasidism, arguably the most prominent socio-religious movement of modern Jewry, known
for its unique network of charismatic leaders organized in hereditary dynasties. The article’s
core premise is that grasping the network structure of the Hasidic movement’s dynasties,
which has been under-researched, is crucial to understanding the movement’s social and
cultural dynamics. The study employs social network analysis (SNA) and spatial analysis to
examine marital unions among these leaders (2,375 cases), from the early stages of the
movement in the eighteenth century until the early twenty-first century. The article explains,
for the first time, howHasidic dynasties expanded, eroded, and negotiated their status within
the network of other dynasties. More specifically, we analyze the position of the dynasties
within a wider context of social and spatial interconnection patterns, the significance of
endogamy, the impact of territorial factors on marriage preferences, and the creation of
dynastic clusters. A significant conclusion of this article is that, rather than a set of unrelated
dynasties, Hasidic leadership gradually became a web of interconnected families with
explicable patterns of organization. These findings can help explain historical processes in
Hasidism, such as its persistence through historical crises. It can also illuminate leadership
processes in other religions in which, as in Hasidism, the social structure of charismatic
leadership is based on clans.

Keywords:Hasidism; religious dynasties; Eastern Europe; dynastic leadership; networks; marriage strategies;
endogamy; spatial analysis; social network analysis

Hasidism, arguably themost significant socio-religiousmovement inmodernEastern
Europe and contemporary Judaism, possesses a distinctive character. Among its
notable features, the leadership structure has long captured the attention of
numerous scholars. The Hasidic religious leader, known as a tsadik (pl. tsadikim),
has been described by scholars (following Mircea Eliade) as the axis mundi of the
Hasidic community. This designation signifies not only Hasidic leaders’ central role
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in institutional matters but also their profound spiritual significance. By the late
eighteenth century, Hasidism emerged as a collection of various groups of followers,
each devoted to a different tsadik, with each group having its unique ethos, ideologies,
and modus operandi. It is no wonder that there are countless studies on virtually
every aspect of the doctrines and social lives of Hasidic leadership.1

One facet that has enjoyed special scholarly attention in recent years is Hasidic
dynasties.2 Toward the end of the eighteenth century, some Hasidic leaders began to
employ amechanism of inheritance of their posts through a son, sons, or sons-in-law.
In this way, the deceased tsadik left one or more heirs who “inherited” some of his
followers, sometimes his residence, or “court” (which could be anything from a
simple hut to an aristocratic mansion), and his area of influence. This mechanism
gave rise tomulti-generational dynasties, which in the nineteenth century became the
dominant model for organizing Hasidism. The names of such dynasties were
commonly derived not from the family name but the dynasty’s original town of
residence, for example Chernobil (the town renowned today for its nuclear power
plant) not Twersky, Sadgora not Friedman. Often, these names traveled with
successors of the dynasties even after they had relocated to other towns or regions
or emigrated abroad. A dynasty’s title became its brand name, a representation of its
East European historical legacy and a demarcation of the group’s identity, and carried
economic and legal significance.3 When a dynasty was subdivided by multiple heirs,
each branch generated a sub-dynasty named after the town of residence of its
founding leader, but maintained affinity and a sense of continuity with its original
dynasty.4 In this article we analyze the “top level” dynasties and include sub-branches
under their original larger dynasties so long as they maintained collective identity as

1For a good introduction to the vast body of scholarly literature on Hasidism, see David Biale et al.,
Hasidism: A New History (Princeton, 2018), 813–46; Moshe Rosman, Categorically Jewish, Distinctly Polish:
Polish Jewish History Reflected and Refracted (London, 2022), 65–102. Among the classic works on Hasidic
leadership, see Gershom Scholem, The Mystical Shape of the Godhead: Basic Concepts in the Kabbalah, J.
Neugroschel, trans. (New York, 1991), 88–139; Mendel Piekarz, Ha-hanhagah ha-

_
hasidit: samkhut

ve-emunat tsadikim be-aspaklaryat sifruta shel ha-
_
hasidut (Jerusalem, 1999); Moshe Idel, Hasidism:

Between Ecstasy and Magic (Albany, 1995); Norman Lamm, The Religious Thought of Hasidism
(Jerusalem, 1999). On the tsadik as axis mundi, see Arthur Green, “The Zaddik as Axis Mundi in Later
Judaism,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 45 (1977): 327–47.

2See especially David Assaf, The RegalWay: The Life and Times of Rabbi Israel of Ruzhin (Stanford, 2002);
Gadi Sagiv, Ha-shoshelet: bet Chernobil u-mekomo be-toledot ha-

_
hasidut (Jerusalem, 2014); Uriel Gellman,

Ha-shevilim ha-yots’im mi-Lublin: tsemi
_
hata shel ha-

_
hasidut be-Polin (Jerusalem, 2018); Benjamin Brown,

Ke-sefinah mitlatelet:
_
hasidut Karlin ben aliyot le-mashberim (Jerusalem, 2018). Less attention was given to

the organizing principles of the dynasties; see Gadi Sagiv, “Yenuka: al tsadikim-yeladim be-
_
hasidut,” Zion 76

(2011): 139–78; Nehemia Polen, “Rebbetzins, Wonder-Children, and the Emergence of the Dynastic
Principle in Hasidism,” in Steven T. Katz, ed., The Shtetl: New Evaluations (New York, 2007), 53–84;
Assaf, Regal Way, 47–66.

3See Samuel C. Heilman, “What’s in a Name? The Dilemma of Title and Geography for Contemporary
Hasidism,” Jewish History 27 (2013): 221–40; andWhoWill Lead Us? The Story of Five Hasidic Dynasties in
America (Oakland, 2019).

4In accordance with the historical dynamics of the movement’s proliferation, we refer to dynasties by the
names of the places where they were founded. The names are rendered in the standard transcription of
Yiddish, as commonly used by East European Jews. Non-Jewish place names, when needed, are given in
Polish (for the territories of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth), Hungarian (for the territory of the
Kingdom of Hungary), or Romanian (for Moldavia, Wallachia, Bessarabia, and Bukovina).
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one dynastic family.5 We will focus on biological rather than spiritual dynasties; that
is, on succession by family members rather than by disciples.

We intend here to analyze how the dynasties developed and how they built their
social and spatial positions, not through specific activities of talented individuals, but
rather as dynasties with collective dynasty-building efforts and long-term strategies.6

We will focus on one, possibly the most important, aspect of dynastic strategies:
kinship practices and marriage alliances. Most tsadikim were married and, in fact, it
seems that a young candidate had tomarry to fully realize his leadership. His position
was determined by his own inherited status as much as that of his wife.What is more,
due to a historically dominant model of family-arranged matrimonies and the
importance of inter-dynastic marriages, Hasidic leadership tended to set matches
for their children at a young age, even when they were infants. Hasidic parents, and
sometimes larger groups of political players, played a crucial role inmatchmaking for
their children, even in periods when modern patterns of matchmaking were
proliferating within traditional Jewish society. Therefore, these marriages illustrate
not individual, but dynastic choices, and marriage strategies of entire families. In this
sense, they are like all premodern matrimonies, and especially like all marriages in
premodern power groups, which opens our case for a wide comparison with those
other elite groups.7 The story of marital choices and families’ alliances is thus not a
collection of individual commitments, but rather an expression of a long-term
dynastic strategy and a general kinship model. The marriage strategies and
practices of the Hasidic leadership families offer valuable insights into how they
established themselves as dynasties, which in turn illuminates the broader social
history of Hasidism.

A central question for the history of Hasidic leadership is, then, how these
marriages were selected. Which social, spatial, economic, or perhaps ideological
factors played a role in the selection of a candidate for a mate? In another study,
we explored what dynastiesmeant to achieve with theirmarriage strategies.8 This was
not primarily for the gain of positions, localities, political power, or even clout of
seniority, even if all these were important for the functioning of the movement. The
most important gain was symbolic capital, which can be understood as the charisma
of office, the sole fuel of the voluntary, non-territorial, non-political, even non-
economic religious leadership in Hasidism. To be sure, Hasidic leaders did pursue
political and economic power, as can be seen in various examples of relationships
between the leaders and their followers. Our argument is that in Hasidic marriage
policies the pursuit of those forms of power was not as central as in most other elite
groups, or indeed as wemight expect. In this studywe shall approach this topic from a

5See, for example, Yitzhok Even, Funem rebens hoyf (New York, 1922), 12.
6Despite its paramount importance, the kinship practices of Hasidic leadership have rarely been studied in

a systematic way. For exceptions, see Rhonda Berger-Sofer, “Political Kinship Alliances of a Hasidic Family,”
Ethnology 23 (1984): 49–62; and Sagiv,Ha-shoshelet. For a brief overview of the kinship studies in context of
Hasidic history, see Jonathan Boyarin, “Genealogies of the Future,” Studies in Judaism, Humanities, and the
Social Sciences 1 (2017): 45–56.

7See, for example, Rubie S. Watson and Patricia Buckley Ebrey, eds.,Marriage and Inequality in Chinese
Society (Berkeley, 1991).

8See Marcin Wodziński, Uriel Gellman, and Gadi Sagiv, “Marriage, Leadership, and Dynasties in
Hasidism: Big Data Approach,” Religion 55, 1 (2025): 20–42, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/
10.1080/0048721X.2023.2299833.

Comparative Studies in Society and History 489

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417525000052 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/0048721X.2023.2299833
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/0048721X.2023.2299833
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417525000052


different angle. Namely, how, socially and spatially, did the dynasties choose
marriage matches, and how did that contribute to their ultimate goal of building
their religious position?

Source, Method, Data
For our project, we will start with the quantitative and follow with the qualitative,
including through comparative analysis.We have constructed as extensive as possible
a database of the marriages of all the known tsadikim.9 Chronologically, the database
covers the period from the first marriage of the putative founder of Hasidism, Israel
ben Eliezer (1700–1760), known as the Besht, up to the last recorded matrimonies in
the early 2000s. Geographically, the database extends globally throughout all
territories of Hasidic expansion, from eighteenth-century Eastern Europe to
contemporary Israel and North America. Although it covers a period of almost
three centuries and extensive geographical areas, here we are more focused on
particular historical contexts. The long history of Hasidism may be divided into
several successive periods that correspond with phases of development of the
movement and its dynasties, but also with major geo-political changes in Eastern
European contexts. Throughout these periods the significance of dynasties varied, as
did the position of Hasidism in the different geographical regions. Following earlier
attempts by two of us to periodize Hasidism, in this study we employ the following
chronological divisions:10

(1) Before 1772: From the beginning of the Besht’s activity until the death of his
major disciple Dov Ber of Mezrich, whose disciples initiated many of the
prominentHasidic dynasties. This period, which coincidentally ends when the
partitions of Poland-Lithuania began, can be described as the “pre-dynastic”
period of Hasidism.

(2) 1772–1815: This is when institutionalization of the movement and the
inception of the first dynasties occurred, mainly in today’s Ukraine and
Belarus. By the end of this period, marked by the termination of the
Napoleonic Wars, the political borders of Eastern Europe stabilized for the
rest of the nineteenth century.

(3) 1815–1867: In this period the dynasties became a major social structure of
Hasidic leadership and significantly expanded into Galicia and central Poland.
We understand this period to be the “golden age” of Hasidism, in terms of
social impact.

(4) 1867–1914: This period of the ultimate consolidation saw also significant signs
of crisis, one of which was the declining power of numerous dynasties in
Russia; the center of gravity moved to Galicia and central Poland; Hungarian
dynasties became more prominent too.

(5) 1914–1944: In this period, which included the two world wars, renewed
Poland became the territory of most dynasties.

9See tsadikim.uwr.edu.pl.
10See Marcin Wodziński and Uriel Gellman, “Toward a New Geography of Hasidism,” Jewish History 27

(2013): 171–99.
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(6) After 1944: Eastern Europe ceased to exist as the center of the Hasidic
movement and its dynasties. The two major Hasidic centers became and
remain North America and Palestine/Israel.

While we have genealogical documentation of marriages from all periods, the
majority of Hasidic sources relate primarily to the periods from the early nineteenth
century until 1939. Therefore, the dynastic era of Hasidism (1815–1939), both in terms
of its social fabric and its cultural legacy, is our major focus in this article. We will
further explore this temporal perspective.

The data has been extractedmostly fromHasidic sources of varying origins. For the
first-stage analysis, we gathered data from Hasidic lexicons and encyclopedias, both
historical and contemporary.11 Admittedly, the books are by no means free of
deficiencies: important details are missing, and legendary tales are accepted
uncritically as historical evidence. Nevertheless, they provide a valuable source base
best suited for our purpose, since we intend to create a comprehensive registry of all
known Hasidic leaders, regardless of their importance, which will capture the
movement’s full chronological and geographical span. This is precisely what
qualifies these publications to serve as our primary source. In addition, we have used
awide spectrumof othermaterials that include an extensive corpus ofHasidic wedding
books, archival materials, primary and secondary literature, wedding invitations, and
press clippings. Importantly, we have confronted the internal Hasidic data with the
extensive scholarly literature on individual dynasties and leaders aswell as biographical
data gathered by a number of genealogists and local historians.12 Thanks to these other
sources we were able to expand our data not only on men (grooms, fathers, fathers-in-
law) but especially on women (brides, mothers, mothers-in-law) as equal participants
in a Hasidic marriage. Our study thus achieves more gender balance than is usually
found in studies of premodern religious life. This is fully manifested in the structure of
our database and our analysis below.

All in all, the database collects information on 3,510 Hasidic leaders or their
immediatemale relatives (fathers, sons, sons-in-law) who played a role in the Hasidic
movement.13 It is important to remember that the database does not record all heirs
of Hasidic leaders, but only male descendants who held some significance in
Hasidism (or whose children became tsadikim) and female descendants who
married tsadikim or whose children became part of the Hasidic leadership. For
these figures, we have recorded a total of 2,375 marriages, which include 2,088
first, 266 second, twenty third, and one fourth marriage. Of these, 1,629 marriages
(69 percent) joined families of two dynastic leaders. Chronologically, we have
marriage data for 18 percent of the tsadikim in the earliest, pre-dynastic period of
Hasidism, 1700–1772; this total extends to 36 percent in 1772–1815; to 51 percent
in 1815–1867; and to 81 percent after 1867. This suggests the data is rather porous for
the early years of Hasidism, but rich and highly reliable for Hasidism in its full

11Of the most important, see Aharon Walden, Shem ha-gedolim he-
_
hadash (Warsaw, 1864); Yitzhak

Alfasi, Ha-
_
hasidut mi-dor le-dor, 2 vols (Jerusalem, 1998); Yitzhak Alfasi, Entsiklopedyah la-

_
hasidut: ishim,

3 vols (Jerusalem, 1986–2004).
12For discussion of the source base and its construction, see Wodziński, Gellman, and Sagiv, “Marriage,

Leadership, and Dynasties.”
13We use the phrase “Hasidic leaders” for both the tsadikim (i.e., leaders in the strict sense) and their

relatives who played a role in Hasidism.
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development, or the “golden age,” in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, when
dynasties became the dominant form of its religious leadership.

Based on those data, we propose an analysis of two essential aspects of Hasidic
religious leadership: the network it created and the spatial parameters this network
adopted. What do matrimonies tell us about geosocial patterns among Hasidic
groups past and present? Upon what were they based? Can we find patterns of
internal clustering?

We will start with social network analysis (SNA) of the material gathered for this
study, including analysis of the centers, clusters, and alliances, and then investigate
the spatial aspects of the marriage patterns. With this data at hand, we will attempt to
confront these initial quantitative findings with a historical analysis of textual
sources, mostly of Hasidic origin. Here we will focus mainly on Hasidic wedding
books, a specific sub-genre of Hasidic publications that scholars have overlooked.
These books were published in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries by particular
dynasties on the occasion of important weddings within those dynasties.14 Besides
providing extensive descriptions of customs, beliefs, and practices associated with
Hasidic weddings, they include narrative materials about how the Hasidim
themselves have understood these marriage strategies. While the quantitative data
provides the patterns of marriage, the Hasidic narratives are irreplaceable qualitative
sources that complement and often substantiate the quantitative conclusions,
bringing to life the intentions or motivations of the actors who influenced the
patterns the quantitative analysis reveals.

In a seminal study of network analysis of elite families in fifteenth-century Florence,
John F. Padgett and Christopher K. Ansell presented the following methodological
note: “One needs to penetrate beneath the veneer of formal institutions and apparently
clear goals, down to the relational substratum of people’s actual lives. Studying ‘social
embeddedness,’we claim,means not the denial of agency, or even groups, but rather an
appreciation for the localized, ambiguous, and contradictory character of these lives.”15

The presupposition of our study is inspired (with necessary adaptations) by that sort of
approach, which has been followed by several other studies on kinship networks of elite
families.16 We assume that to understand the history of Hasidism it is insufficient to
simply investigate its formal social institutions such as central Hasidic “courts” or local
Hasidic prayer houses. Neither is it sufficient to just explore the explicit ideologies and
worldviews of Hasidic leaders as manifested in their sermons or letters. It is equally
important to investigate the social relationships between the dynasties, and inter-
dynastic marriages are the epitome of those relationships.

14Among the most important are the following: Be-‘alots tsadikim (New Square, 2000) for Chernobil; Be-
oholei tsadikim, 2 vols. (Jerusalem, 1993) for Belz; Ḥedvata de-malka (Haifa, 2000) for Seret-Vizhnits; She-
hasim

_
hah bi-me’ono (Bnei Brak, 1998–2001) for Vizhnits; Shneur Zalman Herzl, Nisuei ha-nesi’im

(New York, 1996) for Habad; Sim
_
hat

_
haim (Bnei Brak, 1991–1993) for Sanz; Yisme

_
hu be-malkhutha

(Brooklyn, 2005) and Beit ha-malkhut (Brooklyn, 2014) for Bobov; Ve-gilu tsadikim (Brooklyn, 2011), for
Satmar; and Rina ve-yeshua, 5 vols. (Bnei Brak, 1996–2003) for Ger.

15John K. Padgett and Christopher K. Ansell, “Robust Action and the Rise of the Medici, 1400–1434,”
American Journal of Sociology 98 (1993): 1259–319, 1310.

16See, for examples, Nicolas Tackett, “The Evolution of the Tang Political Elite and ItsMarriage Network,”
Journal of Chinese History 4, Special Issue 2 (2020): 277–304; Naim Bro, “The Structure of Political Conflict:
Kinship Networks and Political Alignments in the Civil Wars of Nineteenth-Century Chile” (PhD diss.,
University of Cambridge, 2020); and Shannon (Shay) O’Brien, “Dallas: Kinship, Mobility, and Inheritance in
an Elite Population, 1895–1945” (PhD diss., Princeton University, 2023).
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Centers and Peripheries
First and foremost, the data unequivocally indicate the strong tendency of nearly all
dynastic leaders in Hasidism to marry their children off to other Hasidic dynasties.
This grew over time. While the first generation of dynastic founding fathers only
rarely married dynastic heirs (17 percent), this grew to 59 percent in the second
generation and 73–82 percent for further generations. Chronologically, the inter-
dynastic matrimonies were still a minority at the start of the nineteenth century
(36 percent of marriages in 1772–1815), but became the majority by mid-century
(60 percent in 1815–1867), and reached a dominance of 74–80 percent in the period
between the later nineteenth century and the Holocaust.17 Of course, individual
dynasties might have developed differently. Ger, which was the dominant Hasidic
group in Poland, for example, preferred intra-dynastic endogamy and as few as
19 percent of their marriages were inter-dynastic. In a similar vein, some other
dynasties, which were less central or perceived as misfits, never became popular as
marriage partners (e.g., of Nadvorna marriages, 34 percent were endogamous, and in
Izbits-Radzin two out of twelve marriages were inter-dynastic), so they had to
develop alternative strategies. But even for these, which only rarely followed the
dominant pattern, the inter-dynastic marriages constituted an important point of
their self-identity and a pattern to follow.18

By the mid-nineteenth century this created a relatively dense network in which
most of the dynasties were interrelated: of 122, only twelve had no inter-dynastic
marriages and these were all the smallest, least powerful, and late or long-
discontinued dynasties. All the other 110 dynasties were interrelated, usually to
more than one other dynasty and through more than one matrimony with every
connected dynasty.19 This pattern was consistent for the majority of dynasties for
most of the classic period up to theHolocaust as well as with themarriage strategies of
many other elite circles in the period, from the ruling families of earlymodern Europe
to the aristocratic classes.20 In a recent study on kinship networks among Dallas elite
families of the first half of the twentieth century, Shannon O’Brien argued, “Through
moderate levels of intermarriage and reproduction, and over the course of just fifty
years, the white upper class of Dallas went from a collection of largely unrelated
newcomers to a massive, interconnected family web.”21 Our findings indicate a
similar pattern among Hasidic elites. While Hasidic leaders emerged as unrelated
figures and families in the eighteenth century, through intermarriages, particularly
those that connected families of different regions, by mid-nineteenth century they
had become one big web of Hasidic leadership.

17For analysis of marriages between dynastic and non-dynastic tsadikim, see Wodziński, Gellman, and
Sagiv, “Marriage, Leadership, and Dynasties.”

18See, for example, Yalkut divrei Aharon (Jerusalem, 1962), 242–51; and Brown, Ke-sefinah mitlatelet,
116–17, 161–63.

19For the full list, see table 3 in the appendix.
20See Walter Demel, “‘European Nobility’ oder ‘European Nobilities’? Betrachtungen anhand

genealogischer Verflechtungen des europäischen Hochadels (1680–1800),” Rostocker Beiträge zur
deutschen und europäischen Geschichte 4 (1981): 81–105; Daniel Schönpflug, “One European Family? A
Quantitative Approach to Royal Marriage Circles 1700–1918,” in Karina Urbach, ed., Royal Kinship: Anglo-
German Family Networks 1815–1918 (Munich, 2008), 25–34.

21O’Brien, “Dallas,” 9.
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Figure 1 presents the network of the matrimonial connections, their density, and
multiplicity of interconnections.22 The figure, which presents an amalgamated
picture for the entire period studied here (which we will break into diachronic and
spatial analyses presently) indicates a network of inter-dynastic relations with a high
degree of cohesion. Yet, even if fairly coherent, the dynasties did not make up one big
family of dynasties, but rather, as Daniel Schönpflug wrote about royal marriage
circles, “several smaller networks of relatives that were shaped by frequent endogamy
as much as by distinctions of rank … and by regional identity.”23 Which families
among the Hasidic families were more and which were less attractive as candidates
for a match? How did the tsadikim choose candidates for their in-laws? Here varying
levels of centrality and peripherality, essential categories in network analysis, come to
hand.

Eleven dynasties—Apt-Mezhibozh, Belz, Chernobil, Vizhnits, Kuznits, Ropshits,
Ropshits2, Sadgora, Sanz, Oyhel, and Zlochov—were central to the network, totaling
21 percent of all the inter-dynastic marriages within it.24 These eleven dynasties were
densely connected among themselves, but had also a number of connections to other
dynasties. Five others—Dombrova, Dinov, Neskhiz, Pshiskha, and Zydachov—were
not as densely connected as those eleven, but still had at least one high measure of
centrality, such as degree, closeness, and so forth (see table 1). Hence, these five
dynasties could be perceived as semi-peripheral. All the other dynasties were more or
less peripheral, which meant they were less attractive, or else more reluctant to
establish and/ormaintain inter-dynastic alliances, or less effective in doing so. Table 1
gives centrality measures and names of dynasties with the top scores (centrality
measures for all 122 dynasties are in table 3 in our appendix).

Figure 1. Network of marriages between Hasidic dynasties, 1700s–2000 (UCINet, modified).

22The size of the nodes corresponds with their degree. Edges are valued and undirected.
23Schönpflug, “One European Family?,” 33.
24Based on UCINet Simple Core/Periphery Model; density values: 4.327 among core dynasties, 0.47

among core and peripheral, 0.083 among peripheral.
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Table 1. Top centrality measures for the Hasidic dynasties

degree closeness betweenness coreness1 Bonacich

Chernobil (1.330) Zlochov (0.653) Zlochov (0.219) Chernobil (0.352) Sanz (3.748)

Zlochov (1.248) Sanz (0.571) Ropshits2 (0.090) Sanz (0.346) Ropshits (3.641)

Ropshits (1.092) Ropshits2 (0.571) Pshiskha (0.087) Ropshits (0.336) Chernobil (3.571)

Sanz (1.064) Pshiskha (0.559) Sanz (0.065) Zlochov (0.292) Zlochov (2.941)

Ropshits2 (0.890) Belz (0.556) Ropshits (0.055) Ropshits2 (0.255) Ropshits2 (2.717)

Belz (0.725) Ropshits (0.553) Korets (0.053) Vizhnits (0.232) Vizhnits (2.450)

Vizhnits (0.642) Vizhnits (0.553) Belz (0.050) Belz (0.226) Oyhel (2.375)

Oyhel (0.560) Chernobil (0.545) Chernobil (0.049) Sadgora (0.218) Belz (2.371)

Sadgora (0.532) Kuznits (0.540) Neshiz (0.047) Oyhel (0.217) Sadgora (2.244)

Zydachov (0.514) Zydachov (0.529) Kuznits (0.043) Apt-Mezhibozh (0.198) Apt-Mezhibozh (2.040)

Apt-Mezhibozh (0.495) Neshiz (0.527) Vizhnits (0.042) Dombrova (0.169) Dombrova (1.834)

Kuznits (0.486) Korets (0.522) Koydanov (0.040) Dinov (0.161) Dinov (1.747)

Pshiskha (0.477) Dinov (0.512) Lublin (0.040) Zydachov (0.154) Zydachov (1.634)

Neshiz (0.450) Sadgora (0.509) Oyhel (0.033) Kuznits (0.139) Kuznits (1.426)

Dombrova (0.413) Koydanov (0.507) Radoshits (0.029) Neshiz (0.117) Neshiz (1.138)

Dinov (0.394) Olesko (0.505) Vorka (0.029) Anipoli (0.098) Anipoli (1.023)

Nadvorna (0.303) Oyhel (0.502) Kobrin (0.027) Pshiskha (0.085) Nadvorna (0.894)

Stepan (0.303) Apt-Mezhibozh (0.502) Aleksander (0.023) Nadvorna (0.085) Yaroslav (0.881)

Korets (0.294) Anipoli (0.502) Vishnitsa (0.022) Karlin-Stolin (0.084) Olesko (0.869)

Savran (0.284) Radoshits (0.500) Sadgora (0.021) Olesko (0.082) Karlin-Stolin (0.855)

1continuous coreness model (UCINet)
Bold script indicates dynasties being among top three for at least one centrality measure.
Cursive script indicates dynasties that appear in top 20 in less than 3 centrality categories.
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These data fully confirm the core/periphery count. The most central dynasties
according to the applied criteria were Chernobil, Ropshits, Ropshits2 (Rubin), Sanz,
and Zlochov, closely followed by Belz, Vizhnits, Oyhel, Sadgora, and Zydachov. In
other words, they were themost popular dynasties to seekmatches with and served as
marriage hubs for most of the other dynasties.

Some of these findings were predictable. Centrality is naturally correlated with the
size of a dynasty (as measured by the number of tsadikim), which means that small
dynasties cannot reach high centrality for the simple reason that they have fewer
marriages (for the sixteen dynasties mentioned above as central or semi-peripheral,
the median number of tsadikim per dynasty is sixty-three, while the median for all
122 dynasties is fourteen). The best expression of this correlation is Chernobil.
Established by Menahem Nahum Twersky (1730–1797), a disciple of the Besht,
this dynasty boasts a rich historical legacy and held a revered position within Hasidic
tradition. Notably, it implemented simultaneous inheritance, where all sons of the
tsadik would establish sub-branches in their respective locales. This solidified the
dynasty’s influence, particularly in Ukraine, where it emerged as a prominent force. It
is thus the “winner” in several centrality categories, most naturally by the number of
marriages they established (or, in social network analysis language, their degree).
Chernobil was also the most central group in both Ukraine and Lithuania, being the
top marrying choice for many other dynasties there: Apt-Mezhibozh, Belz,
Berdichev, Linits, Karlin-Stolin, Korets, Ostrog, Sadgora, Savran, and Zlochov.
There was little change over time: Chernobil was the top choice from the early
nineteenth century up to the Holocaust, when it lost its central position.
Furthermore, Chernobil also had the most transregional reach of prestige,
extending to Galicia, Bukovina, Central Poland, Belarus, and their native Ukraine.
Much like Chernobil, the Sanz dynasty held sway in westernGalicia, which embodied
an extreme conservative stance in Hasidic culture. Founded by the esteemed scholar
and halakhic authority Ḥayim Halberstam (1797/99–1876), this dynasty boasted
numerous tsadikim and sub-dynasties, many of which remain active to this day. The
Sanz dynasty was well known for its comparatively high level of social power
(as measured by the number of shtiblekh—Hasidic prayer sites),25 intense
expansion strategies, and rapid proliferation of particularly numerous heirs of the
dynasty, so it is no surprise that it appears on the list.26 But none of this was true for
Ropshits, Ropshits2, Pshiskha, or Zlochov. In fact, these dynasties were not the largest
in terms of the number of tsadikim or number of marriages. Their cases indicate that
centrality measures are dependent on marriage strategies no less than on the size of
the dynasties. Thus, several of the largest dynasties are not included, most
prominently Nadvorna, but also Kuznits, Lizhensk, et cetera. Likewise, to play a

25Power may be measured by the number of shtiblekh and their affiliation, allowing for an indicative
reconstruction of spatial distribution and power structure among Hasidic groups; see Marcin Wodziński,
“Space and Spirit: On Boundaries, Hierarchies, and Leadership inHasidism,” Journal of Historical Geography
53 (2016): 63–74; andHistorical Atlas of Hasidism, cartography byW. Spallek (Princeton, 2018), 115–37. The
formation of a Hasidic group at the local level stemmed from their deliberate separation from the wider
community and the establishment of a distinct place of worship. Consequently, the creation of Hasidic
shtiblekh reinforced a group’s social significance and bore economic weight, while their affiliation with a
dynasty contributed to that dynasty’s social and economic power. For more, see Shaul Stampfer, “How and
Why Did Hasidism Spread?,” Jewish History 27 (2013): 201–19.

26See David Assaf, Hetsits ve-Nifga’: anatomia shel ma
_
hloket hasidit (Haifa, 2012), 153–62.
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prominent role in dynastic alliances it is not enough to have only socioeconomic
power. Some powerful dynasties were more peripheral in the matrimonial market,
like Ger, which was the foremost Hasidic group in Poland during the interwar period
and currently stands as the largest Hasidic community in Israel, and Habad, which
originated in northern Belarus and rose to prominence, particularly in the twentieth
century, and showcased distinctive organizational and theological features.

This is well illustrated by the social network analysis term “betweenness,” a
measure of centrality that allows one to establish how many pairs of elements in a
network have their shortest connection running through a given element. In our case,
betweenness indicates how often a given dynasty would be the most natural
connection in matchmaking between one dynasty and another, or which dynasties
weremost important formaintaining a high degree of cohesiveness for the network as
a whole. Put differently, they might not be that strong in their power-building but be
particularly widely connected and enjoy universally accepted authority, or at least not
be perceived as a threat to other dynasties’ authority. The dynasties with a high degree
of “betweenness” are especially interesting because they played a crucial role in
transforming the network of unrelated dynasties or clusters of dynasties into one
complex web. Dynasties that display by far the highest values of betweenness are
Zlochov, Ropshits2, and Pshiskha, which were neither markedly populous nor
influential by standards of seniority (meaning how old a given dynasty is) or the
number of shtiblekh affiliated with them.27

This suggests that we need to reflect on what it really meant to be central in the net
of Hasidic dynasties. First, the data confirm the general observation that centrality
does not equal power, which is not a novel discovery.28 Several of the most powerful
dynasties are low on the list regarding centrality, while some of the most central are
not exceptionally strong as measured by the number of shtiblekh and followers, or
indeed by any of the other criteria known to us. Second, Hasidic centrality might be a
good measure, not of power or authority or prestige, as such, but of the ease in
marrying off children due to fairly low enforcement of their own dynastic identity on
the newlyweds. This might also indicate a tendency to establish wide inter-dynastic
connections and an effective resignation from using marriages as a path to excessive
upward mobility. And these intermarriages seem to have become the recipe for
dynastic success. This, again, is not surprising, since it resembles the pattern among
elite families in various other historical contexts, including themost celebrated case of
the Medici clan in Renaissance Florence.29

This argument requires some clarification regarding inter-dynastic sociocultural
relationships. A superficial observer might categorize all Hasidic dynasties as uniform
entities in structure and sociocultural character, but amore nuanced assessment reveals
that each group exhibits its own distinct organizational framework, cultural identity,
and spiritual orientation. The variances among dynasties and ideological currents

27A measure similar to betweenness is closeness, measuring the shortest connections between a given
element and all the other elements of a network. Here the top three dynasties are Sanz, Zlochov, and
Ropshits2; so again, not the obvious candidates for the winners.

28See Philip Bonacich, “Power and Centrality: A Family of Measures,” American Journal of Sociology 92
(1987): 1170–82; Karen S. Cook, Richard M. Emerson, Mary R. Gillmore, and Toshio Yamagishi, “The
Distribution of Power in Exchange Networks: Theory and Experimental Results,” American Journal of
Sociology 89 (1983): 275–305.

29See Padgett and Ansell, “Robust Action,” 1286–305; and O’Brien, “Dallas,” 23–62.
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within the diverse and decentralized movement have given rise to a multitude of
perceptions and portrayals, both internally and externally. Somegroups have cultivated
an image of disparity and uniqueness, drawing on social or behavioral traits, distinctive
theological discourse, fervent religiosity, or cultural inclinations toward conservatism
and orthodoxy in response to modernity. Yet, there are other groups whose distinct
characteristics are less defined, and Hasidim themselves have hesitated to attribute
specific traits to them. Membership in these groups tends to rely less on explicit
ideological or cultural elements and more on subtleties in material culture,
appearance, ritual practices, musical styles, and the like.30

These identities, shaped by historical contexts, have significantly influenced the
structure of dynasties, family dynamics, and, notably, patterns of matchmaking.
Generally, dynasties with well-defined identities sometimes present challenges in
matchmaking because they seek to maintain their distinctiveness and may avoid
unions with certain dynasties in order to preserve their uniqueness for future
generations. Conversely, dynasties perceived as less distinct were unimposing and
might forge familial bonds with a broader array of dynasties. This phenomenon is
particularly evident in the adoption of ideological trends of traditionalism and
religious radicalism among some Hasidic groups since the mid-nineteenth century,
which has led to mutual perceptions between dynasties and created tangible or
perceived barriers that influence patterns of inter-dynastic (dis)connections.31

As our data show, dynasties that were the hubs of marriages (Zlochov, Chernobil,
Ropshits) were typically less stringent in upholding their dynastic identity than were
many more peripheral ones. Unlike dynasties that are commonly perceived as
culturally unique, these did not emphasize their distinctive group identities. They
were easy to match with because they were less of a challenge. In addition, they all
practiced simultaneous hereditary patterns that enabled multiple marriages through
sub-dynasties. This points to a negative correlation between the extent and durability
of inter-dynastic bonds, on one hand, and the rigidity of dynastic identities, on the
other, not only in Renaissance Florence but also inHasidism and elsewhere. Themost
successful Hasidic dynasties, in terms of preference for intermarrying with them,
were those that managed to combine classic measures of influence with unimposing
dynastic identities.32

At the same time, unlike in the cases of the Medici and other aristocratic powers,
the strength and extent of Hasidic marital networks did not always translate into, nor
correlate with, political or socioeconomic power.33 While Chernobil is certainly one
of themost powerful groups asmeasured by the standard parameters of shtiblekh and
followers, this is far from true for Pshiskha, Zlochov, Ropshits, Ropshits2, and several
other central dynasties. This shows that a dynasty’s centrality is dependent not just

30See Benjamin Brown, “Substitutes for Mysticism: A General Model for the Theological Development of
Hasidism in the Nineteenth Century,” History of Religions 56 (2017): 247–88.

31On the relationship between conservatism and marriage patterns, see Uriel Gellman, “Heter meah
rabanim le-ben ha-rabi: korot mishpa

_
hah yehudit ortodoksit be-Galitsiah be-shalhei ha-meah ha-tesha-

esre,” Chidushim 26, 2 (2024): 125–61.
32On the challenges of distinguishing a distinctive dynastic identity of the Chernobil dynasty, see Sagiv,

Ha-shoshelet, 402–9. The Ropshits dynasty is also difficult to define; see Assaf,Hetsits ve-Nifga’, 149. There is
no significant research on the later generations of the Zlochov dynasty.

33This reminds us that Hasidism is not (or at least not primarily) a political structure and its ultimate goals
are spiritual and cultural rather than political or economic.
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upon its size and socioeconomic power, but also on its matrimonial engagements.
Therefore, some powerful dynasties, despite their socioeconomic influence, remained
peripheral in the matrimonial market. We therefore propose that centrality in the
realm of marriage is an additional indicator of significance in Hasidic culture, one
which has played a vital role in shaping the dynamics of influence and authority
within the Hasidic world.

Clusters
But can we still further differentiate the dynasties or groups of dynasties based on
their marital preferences? Can we locate clusters of dynasties that are marked by the
strongest interconnectedness? And if so, what other characteristics might they share?

One way to approach these queries is through cluster analysis. One of the models
divides the 122 dynasties into three groups with strong internal connections and few
outliers. Their distribution is presented in figure 2.34 Each of the three clusters is
grouped around several dynasties that are central, or central and semi-peripheral. The
clusters are consistently territorial and seem to share other general characteristics.35

The “Russian” cluster (red in the diagram) is the oldest of the three and has a
strong core of old dynasties: Apt-Mezhibozh, Chernobil, Sadgora, and Zlochov, in
addition to relatively prestigious but powerless Besht, Toldot Ya’akov Yosef, Linits,
and Korets, with their heydays long gone.36 These dynasties were the first to connect
simply because they were the earliest to appear in the history of Hasidism, which
emerged in the Ukrainian territories of Podolia and Volhynia.37 Several dozen of the
oldest inter-dynastic marriages within this cluster had already appeared by the end of
the eighteenth century among the first established groups of the consolidating
movement (e.g., between Neskhiz and Korets ca. 1780). In relative numbers, these
dynasties formed the strongest inter-dynastic pattern in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, with 98–100 percent of the inter-dynastic marriages being
within the cluster, which fell to 88–83 percent later in the nineteenth century and
to 72 percent in the interwar period. This was a result of the general crisis of Russian
Hasidism after World War I, and the gradual disappearance of Hasidism within its
historical regions. Yet, though they coexisted within the same geopolitical region, the
core dynasties that made up this cluster were socioculturally diverse. Some wielded
significant political influence or established lavish “courts” reminiscent of non-
Jewish nobility, exemplified by the Sadgora dynasty, which originated in Ukraine
and maintained these characteristics even after it migrated to Bukovina and Eastern
Galicia in the mid-nineteenth century. Others followed a more modest spiritual
ethos. The prevailing ethos among dynasties in the southern Pale of Settlement

34For our cluster analysis we have used the Clauset-Newman-Moore algorithm offered by Microsoft
NodeXL Basic. We did not cherry-pick our algorithm. Importantly, the Wakita-Tsurumi algorithm divides
the network into ten clusters, but the three central ones largely overlap with those in Clauset-Newman-
Moore. For further explanation, see table 3 in the appendix.

35For a previous attempt to identify the environmental impact on Hasidic inheritance patterns, see Glenn
Dynner, Men of Silk: The Hasidic Conquest of Polish Jewish Society (New York, 2006), 117–21.

36In case of the Besht, the dynasty is named after its founding father rather than his location, which signals
the importance of the dynasty’s familial connection to the putative founder of Hasidism; see Tsippi
Kauffman, “R. Borukh me-Mezhibozh ve-shoshelet Mezhibozh,” Tarbiz 87 (2019): 99–143.

37See Biale et al., Hasidism, 103–40.
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leaned toward less emphasis on scholarly pursuits and a more relaxed approach to
traditionalism, as indicated by the lower frequency of marriages with rabbinical
families: compared to the average in all clusters of every fifth tsadik being a rabbi and
every tenth marrying a rabbinical daughter, in Chernobil and Habad (which
maintained a self-perception of uniqueness, recognized by other Hasidic groups) it
was as low as 2 and 3 percent, respectively, in Apt-Mezhibozh 5 and 6 percent, in
Sadgora 3 and 0 percent, et cetera.

The biggest “Galician-Hungarian” cluster (blue in the diagram) is grouped around
the dynasties of Belz, Ropshits, Ropshits2, Sanz, Oyhel, and Vizhnits, supplemented
with semi-peripheral Dombrova and Dinov. The cluster emerged later than the
“Russian” one, with the vast majority of marriages being in the second half of the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The short period of its formation and
maturation, compared to other dynasties, might explain its high degree of coherence:
in the later nineteenth century and the interwar period, between 82 and 85 percent of
their inter-dynastic marriages were forged within the cluster. The core of the group
had a clear preference for marriages with the rabbinic elite and rabbinic marriages
both within dynasties and outside them to non-dynastic tsadikim-rabbis and even to
rabbis outside the Hasidic elite. This tendency is noticeable especially in Galicia,
where tsadikim and their descendants commonly accepted the roles of communal
rabbis. This phenomenon can be attributed to cultural factors, since many Hasidic
dynasties in Galicia espoused values of religious piety, cultural conservatism, and an
emphasis on traditional scholarship. Further, the structure of communal rabbinate
positions facilitated the perpetuation of familial inheritance, which allowed dynasties
to exert a broader influence in the region.38 Thus, the tradition of marrying into
rabbinical families within this community has persisted across generations as a
distinct sociocultural trait. While on average every fifth tsadik was a rabbi and

Figure 2. Network of marriages between Hasidic dynasties, 1700s–2000 (UCINet; modified) with clusters by
Clauset-Newman-Moore (NodeXL Basic).

38See: Uriel Gellman, “The Rabbinate and Hasidism in Late Nineteenth Century Galicia,” Zion 87 (2022):
213–46.
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every tenth married a rabbinical daughter, in Oyhel these parameters were as high as
55 and 22 percent, respectively, in Sanz 20 and 23, and in Ropshits 14 and 29. That is,
these dynasties, besides having a geographical proximity that might have influenced
their tendency for multiple marriages among them, shared also a clear inclination to
marry into the rabbinical elite. They also shared a “genealogical” connection due to
the fact thatmanyHungarian dynasties had originated inGalicia. Both centers shared
many sociocultural characteristics.39 As a result, the main dynasties in the group (as
analyzed by k-cores) were interconnected through an exceptionally high number of
marriages. Figure 3 illustrates the connections between dynasties that had seven or
more marriages between them.

The “Polish” cluster (green in the diagram) is the smallest and weakest of the three
in terms of number of inter-dynastic connections, with semi-peripheral Kuznits and
Pshiskha at its center. There are few old dynasties here, and it has by far the weakest
connections between individual groups, with the highest number being five
marriages between Kuznits and Pshiskha (see figure 2). This is fully
understandable given Polish Hasidism’s long resistance to the system of dynastic
leadership and the strong tradition of schools rather than dynasties in central Poland
as late as the mid-nineteenth century.40 Dynasties came late there and thus produced
fewer generations of leaders, and in some schools the followers often felt that the
disciples of their masters surpassed the descendant of those masters. This led to the
weakening of dynastic heritage and the proliferation of non-hereditary leadership
succession. Maybe this was the reason why the “Polish” cluster never became as
dominant here as “Galician-Hungarian” and “Russian” ones: the marriages within
the cluster never exceeded 67 percent, and in the nineteenth century fell much
below that.

Figure 3. Network of Hasidic dynasties with seven or more marriages between them, 1700s–2000.

39See Biale et al.,Hasidism, 359–400; Benjamin Brown, “The Two Faces of Religious Radicalism: Orthodox
Zealotry and ‘Holy Sinning’ in Nineteenth-Century Hasidism inHungary andGalicia,” Journal of Religion 93
(2013): 341–74; Levi Cooper, “Polish Hasidism and Hungarian Orthodoxy in a Borderland: The Munkács
Rabbinate,” Polin 31 (2019): 199–223.

40See Gellman, Ha-shevilim, 185–201; Dynner, Men of Silk, 129–30.
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Wemight also catch the “bridges” between the three clusters; that is, the dynasties
that created the strongest connections between them. The connection between the
“Galician-Hungarian” and the “Russian” groups was largely based on Vizhnits and
Belz (the former connected to Anipoli, Apt-Mezhibozh, Berdichev, Chernobil,
Korets, Ostrog, Rashkov, and Sadgora; the latter to Apt-Mezhibozh, Chernobil,
Karlin-Stolin, Kobryn, Neskhiz, Stepan, and Volochisk), while the connection
between “Polish” and “Galician-Hungarian” as well as “Russian” dynasties was
based primarily on Kuznits, but partly also on Pshiskha. The role of the “bridge”
might have invested these dynasties with relative importance, butmore importantly it
put them in a position of greater transregionality than other, more regional dynasties.
In some cases, the geographic locations of a dynasty might have played a role in their
bridging position. The Rokeah family of the Belz dynasty resided mostly in Belz and
nearby towns in the northernmost corner of Galicia, near to the borders of central
Poland and Russia, and was easily reachable from Poland, Volhynia, Podolia, and
Ukraine—most of the central Hasidic territories. Similarly, the Vizhnits dynasty,
with its seats located on the Galician-Bukovinian border, formed a natural passage
between Galicia, Bukovina, Hungary, and Romania. These dynasties held the
opposite of a central geographical location: a position that bridged central
territories, which allowed them to gain importance by transcending regional
limitations and acting as social and spatial brokers.

Alliances
The clusters also disclose firm alliances between individual dynasties. In the Hasidic
context, an “alliance” does not mean any formal pact or agreement between two
dynasties, but rather a recurring pattern of intermarriage and connection between
two specific dynasties maintained for several generations. In the “Galician-
Hungarian” cluster, the highest number of marriages, eighteen, joins Galician Sanz
and Hungarian Oyhel, closely followed by tenacious bonds between Ropshits and
Sanz (seventeen), Sanz andRopshits2 (twelve), Dombrova andRopshits (eleven), and
Dinov and Ropshits (eleven)—all of which were characterized by a tendency toward
conservatism and rabbinical positions. The “Russian” cluster has seventeen
marriages between Chernobil and Sadgora, fourteen between Chernobil and Apt-
Mezhibozh, and thirteen between Chernobil and Zlochov.

Of the forty top alliances (as measured by the number of matrimonies), only two
emerged around the beginning of the nineteenth century (Zlochov-Stepan, and
Chernobil-Karlin-Stolin), and none of those were particularly significant. The vast
majority appeared in the later part of the century: the strongest in the Russian cluster
(Chernobil-Sadgora) in the 1840s, Galician-Hungarian Sanz-Oyhel in the 1840s, and
Sanz-Ropshits in the 1860s. This is fully consistent with the nineteenth-century
pan-European trend, in both Christian and Jewish communities, of the rise in
consanguineous marriages as part of a wider class-building process in which
endogamic marriages served to cement alliances and extend them into succeeding
generations.41

41See David Warren Sabean, “Kinship and Prohibited Marriages in Baroque Germany: Divergent
Strategies among Jewish and Christian Populations,” Leo Baeck Institute Yearbook 47 (2002): 91–103.
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These alliances, while they functioned, forged as many as two or three marriages
per decade up until the Holocaust. But even for those who married their children to
the alllied dynasties relatively rarely (average being three to five times over five to
seven decades), previous unions were important reference points retained in the
dynastic memory. A striking example of this can be found in the marriages between
the Habad and Chernobil dynasties. While Chernobil was one of the most connected
dynasties, Habad was not. Yet, Chernobil was the only dynasty with which Habad
maintained inter-dynastic connections across several generations. Consequently, it is
unsurprising that for the Habad memory the Habad-Chernobil marriages were more
important than they were for Chernobil, where the marriages with Habad were just
one of many inter-dynastic connections.42

There is also a palpable tendency to maintain gender symmetry in marital
alliances, especially among the most powerful groups. Power in Hasidic dynasties
was patriarchal and patrilineal.With a few noticeable exceptions, it was ostensibly only
menwho held positions of power, with the role of the tsadik at the top of the hierarchy,
and men inherited their power through men. Although in Hasidic discourse we did
occasionally discover special attempts to marry the elder son to another prominent
dynasty, since he was sometimes considered the major successor,43 we found no
explicit expressions of Hasidic discourse on the differences, or lack thereof, between
marrying sons and daughters. The noteworthy effort and care invested into marrying
off daughters to the heirs of Hasidic dynasties indicates that their role was perceived as
important, even if they eventually became part of the other dynasty. This was a
significant gesture in the building of dynastic alliances. Successful matches held
cumulative importance for further alliances and granted significance to the prestige
of future generations whose lineage would encompass ancestors from multiple
dynasties. Hasidism was by no means exceptional in this regard. As O’Brien argues,
women played a significant role in transforming the isolated families into a complex
web.44

Thus, while the tsadikim of Apt-Mezhibozh married off their sons mostly to the
daughters of Chernobil (five) and Sadgora (four), they also chose the same dynasties
for marrying off their daughters (nine and six, respectively).45 Most of these
“reciprocal” marriages occurred close to each other in time, within the living
memories of those involved, usually no more than one generation apart. This may
well have been a conscious decision tomaintain the symmetrical relationship. Pairs and
triangles of these symmetrical alliances form the cores of the “Galician-Hungarian” and

42See Shalom Dovber Halevi Volpe, Ha-shidukh ha-mulfa ba-arisa: al ha-tsadikim le-veit chernobil
ve-cherkas ve-kishreihem im raboteinu nesienu admorei

_
habad (Beitar Ilit, 2019).

43The data indicates a tendency in the larger dynasties to pair the first son of the tsadik with a daughter of
another distinguished lineage, more than in the case of other children. In the wedding books, the marriage of
the first son in each generation was described at great length, partly because of Kabbalistic traditions that
attributed special spiritual qualities to the eldest son. See Dov Ber of Mezrich, Or Torah (Jerusalem, 1968),
105; Yosef Yitzchak Schneersohn, Ma’amarei

_
hatunah (Brooklyn, 2005), 62; Binyamin Yitzhak Auerbach,

Sim
_
hat olam (Netanya, 2000), 49–98, 335–70; and Beit ha-malkhut (Brooklyn, 2014), 79–94.
44O’Brien, “Dallas,” 40.
45Similarly, Anipoli had such symmetrical alliances with Chernobil and Sanz; Belz with Chernobil and

Vizhnits; Dombrova with Ropshits and Sanz; Dinov with Ropshits; Linits with Chernobil; Karlin-Stolin with
Chernobil and Kuznits; Vizhnits with Ropshits and Chernobil; Neskhiz with Zlochov; Ostrog with Stepan
and Chernobil; Premishlan with Zlochov; Ropshits with Sanz and Dinov; Ropshits 2 with Sanz; Sadgora with
Apt-Mezhibozh and Chernobil; Sanz with Ropshits and Oyhel; Zlochov with Neskhiz and Chernobil.
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“Russian” clusters. Only rarely do we find highly disproportionate gender relations,
such as betweenChernobil andKorets, where the former took from the latter six brides,
but not a single groom. It is difficult to know why.

Generally, most of the alliances were established within clusters between the
largest dynasties that, simply because of their size, had higher numbers of brides
and grooms to marry off and a more-or-less developed dynastic strategy. Sometimes
alliances were also established between different clusters, as in the case of the two very
different dynasties of Belz and Chernobil. The initial marital union between them,
one in Ukraine and one in Galicia, was motivated by the clearly stated desire of the
tsadik from the younger Belz dynasty to marry off his son into the prestigious, old,
and influential dynasty of Chernobil (even if not into its most powerful branch).46

After the first wedlock was successfully arranged, several others followed. This might
have been themore general pattern for such transregional alliances that depended on
two essential factors: desire to find a comparably strongmatch (most acute for the top
dynasties), and the success of the first marriage.

Hasidic literature retrospectively invested these preferences withmeaning in order
to elevate their own dynasty’s importance.47 More importantly, despite pronounced
tendencies to maintain and strengthen such individual alliances, there was a parallel
tendency to limit their extent. In the vast majority of these alliances, the dynasties
were careful not to establish too intense a relationship with one dynasty alone, so that
if a power imbalance emerged they would not be left as fully dependent. This
assessment emerges from the data, but it is difficult to confirm it via Hasidic texts,
which rarely refer explicitly to takeover attempts or the dangers of surrendering in
matchmaking considerations. Only in a few isolated cases dowe find a strong reliance
of one dynasty on marriages with one, stronger partner. The extreme case was the
alliance between Karlin-Stolin and Chernobil, within which as many as 43 percent
(nine of twenty-one) of all Karlin-Stolinmarriages were forged with Chernobil. Their
rather exceptional relationshipwas established in their first generation and continued
in later stages without either being assimilated into the other or creating one-sided
dependency. There were several reasons for this: Karlin-Stolin was an equally old
dynasty and the geographical distance betweenKarlin-Stolin andChernobil was large
(but still within the same socio-political region), and Karlin-Stolin was a dominant
group in Lithuania and Belarus. It is possible, however, that these multiple marriages
were also intended to aid the stability of the Karlin-Stolin dynasty, which experienced
several intergenerational leadership crises, inter alia due to its smaller number of
descendants. Still, the relationship between these two dynasties illustrates the
enduring nature of matchmaking practices, which persisted across various epochs
and were rooted in family traditions and a commitment to continuity. Similar
disproportions occurred in relations between the incapacitated Rashkov and
Chernobil, or Kobrin and Zlochov. More often than not, though, even the greatest
numbers of intermarriages within such alliances made up only a small fraction of all
the matrimonial unions of these dynasties. In the above-mentioned top example of
the eighteen marriages between Sanz and Oyhel, those made up only 10 and
22 percent, respectively, of the marriages the two dynasties forged.

46See Be-oholei tsadikim, vol. 2, 334–359; Be-‘alots tsadikim, 84, 175.
47See a good example of the Vizhnits wedding book telling the story of their superiority over the Dzikov

dynasty (branch of Ropshits) with whom they married regularly; She-hasim
_
hah be-meono 6 (2002): 25–53,

155–71. See also Be-oholei tsadikim, vol. 1, 169.
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Perhaps the best example of such a consistent policy of balancing between gaining
prestige from well-selected marriages yet avoiding too-strong alliances was
Zlochov.48 This old and respectful dynasty was established by Yehiel Mikhl (1726–
1781), a disciple of the Besht, thus forming a connection to the origins of Hasidism. It
was socioeconomically feeble and apparently had little to offer. Yet Zlochovmanaged
to establish a strikingly successful policy of maintaining strong ties with the most
powerful dynasties in its cluster, while simultaneously cultivating a wide net of
marriages with other dynasties both within and outside of the “Russian” cluster.
Surprisingly, Zlochov developed this strategy only in its fourth generation during the
nineteenth century, when it already had little power or significance. Despite this, in
the nineteenth century it managed to build firm ties with Chernobil (thirteen
marriages; 7 percent of Zlochov’s marriages),49 Neskhiz (eleven), Premishlan and
Stepan (six), Sadgora, Ropshits2, and Sanz (five), which allowed it to shine with the
political clout as an ally of the strongest. Yet, at the same time, none of these alliances
dominated Zlochov, simply because it had a wide and well-balanced net of marriages
with fifty-five other dynasties in all areas of the Hasidic habitat, with almost 40 percent
of their marriages in Ukraine, 40 percent in Galicia, 11 percent in central Poland,
6 percent in Hungary/Romania, and 4 percent in Lithuania/Belarus. Thanks to this
success of their dynastic policy, Zlochov managed to survive and thrive despite having
limited resources, fewer noteworthy tsadikim (except for the dynasty founder), and
fewer shtiblekh and followers. This, again, confirms that marriage strategies were
not a tool of political or socioeconomic expansion, but instead a prime instrument
of building religious prestige, symbolic capital, or charisma of office, among the
Hasidic leadership.

Another marked effect of such a wide and geographically diversified network of
marriages was the significant dispersion of the residencies of the Zlochov tsadikim.
By the early twentieth century, they had their residencies in Galicia (seven localities),
Volhynia (four), and Podolia, Moldavia, and central Poland (three), as well as
individual sub-branches in Bukovina, Transylvania, and Ukraine, so they crossed
nearly all borders of nineteenth-century Eastern Europe. Their consistent strategy of
wide marriage alliances made them into a trans-territorial, universally accepted, and
almost indispensable element of the dynastic leadership inHasidism (even if feeble by
itself), and several sub-branches have remained active till today.

Intra-dynastic Endogamy
An intriguing form of consanguineal wedlock critical to understanding the very
construction of the dynastic identity in Hasidism was arrangements between bride
and groom from the same dynasty (see figure 4). These often involved first cousins or
uncles and nieces, but also second and third cousins, who bore the same surname and
belonged to the same dynasty.50 Unlike inter-dynastic alliances, intra-dynastic

48On the beginnings of the Zlochov dynasty, see Mor Altshuler, TheMessianic Secret of Hasidism (Leiden,
2006), 29–51, 217–25.

49It needs to be noted that many of those were for the Chernobil dynasty’s second marriages, so they were
less prestigious for their Zlochov in-laws.

50On endogamy and marriage alliances, see Joanna Overing Kaplan, “Endogamy and the Marriage
Alliance: A Note on Continuity in Kindred-Based Groups,” Man NS 8 (1973): 555–70; Gwen J. Broude,
Marriage, Family, and Relationships: A Cross-Cultural Encyclopaedia (Santa Barbara, 1994), 97–98; Lenka
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endogamy was not universal, or even close to popular. Only forty-four dynasties, or
34 percent, practiced any intra-dynastic endogamy. But in the families where they did
appear, the numbers of such marriages were relatively high. The top three dynasties
with such marriages were also among the largest with regard to the number of
tsadikim, so endogamy was reasonably simple to achieve: the pool of potential
matches was large and blood relations within such a large dynasty did not have to
be very close. However, the high level of intra-dynastic endogamy was equally
popular in far smaller dynasties. The groups with the highest values were
Nadvorna (34 percent), Sadgora (31 percent), and Chernobil (30 percent), closely
followed by much smaller Habad (29 percent), Ger (28 percent), and Radomsk
(27 percent).51 Every third or fourth child in these dynasties married within the
dynasty. This percentage was also strikingly high when compared to other dynasties
with intra-dynastic endogamy: the median for all of these groups was 11 percent, and
after the exclusion of the top three it fell to 7 percent.

There could be different explanations for this endogamy: marginality, as in the case
of Nadvorna; centrality, as in that of Sadgora; and seemingly voluntary separatism, as
with Habad. Nadvorna was an old dynasty but marginal and socio-politically weak,
withmost of its tsadikim in Romania, and until the early twentieth century it was on the
periphery of the Hasidic world. The tsadikim of Nadvorna were also among the first to
emigrate to the New World and to establish dynastic branches there.52 Many of the
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Figure 4. Endogamy in Hasidic dynasties.

Jakoubková Budilová, “Endogamy between Ethnicity and Religion: Marriage and Boundary Construction in
Voyvodovo (Bulgaria), 1900–1950,” History of the Family 25 (2020): 46–69. On endogamy in Hasidic
dynasties, see Berger-Sofer, “Political Kinship Alliances,” 51–54.

51Note that the calculations are based on the number of newlyweds, not matrimonies as such, so one
marriage in which both sides are members of the same dynasty counts actually as two.

52Pittsburgh and Cleveland, unique Hasidic branches labeled with names of American, not East European
towns, are offshoots of the Nadvorna dynasty. For an overview of Hasidism in Romania see Yitzhak Alfasi,
Ha-

_
hasidut be-Romania (Tel Aviv, 1973).
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Nadvorna tsadikim had no other Hasidic leaders in their area and nothing to offer to
potential in-laws from more central territories. The scarcity of their resources and the
large distances separating them from others led to disproportionately high numbers of
endogamous marriages. By contrast, for Sadgora, as for Ger and Habad, their
particularly strong position as measured by their socioeconomic power and/or
distinguished lineage resulted in a hesitance to share these with others. The
dominant dynasties rarely managed to marry off their children to dynasties of equal
power since it was difficult to find such matches. One way to counterbalance this
shortage of qualified in-laws was to seekmatches within their own dynasty. As Rhonda
Berger-Sofer suggests in relation to Habad, which following its establishment in the
1780s had a singular central leader and only a limited period of fragmentation, the high
level of endogamymight alsohave been ameans todecrease pressure onnon-inheriting
brothers and sisters, since it opened to them, or their children, an alternative path for
inheriting power.53 Note, though, that high levels of intra-dynastic endogamywere not
universal among those most influential dynasties (influential either in power or
centrality). Aleksander (the second most powerful in central Poland), Karlin-Stolin
(second in Lithuania/Belarus), and Spinka practiced no endogamy at all, and the
numbers for Belz, Oyhel, and Zlochov were far below the median.

So, endogamywas just one ofmany possibleways to respond to the challenges of the
dynastic strategies of the largest and dominant groups. As such, it might be a useful
indicator of the dynastic policies they have adopted, especially since it correlated with
other features. First, high endogamy was rare among small dynasties. Second, it
coincided with high concentrations of inter-dynastic marriages with a limited
number of families. The extreme case was, again, Sadgora, whose marriages were
almost exclusively with five old or powerful dynasties: of their fifty-eight inter-dynastic
matrimonies, forty-three (74 percent) were arranged with Chernobil, Apt-Mezhibozh,
Vizhnits, Kuznits, or Zlochov.54 In Habad, too, a preference for endogamic marriages
might have resulted frommany other dynasties avoidingmarriage into Habad because
of its cultural and theological distinctiveness or its sense that it was superior to others.55

Another possible explanation for a high level of endogamy in Hasidic marriages is
“endogamy of the faithful,” a strategy to preserve important societal bonds within a
sectarian circle of the most ardent, or initiated members of a religious grouping.56

Endogamy of the faithful is typical of religions and denominations with a high degree
of church involvement (as in contemporary Hasidism), but can also characterize
particularly zealous sub-groups of a religious community.57 As such, it could have
affected some of the dynasties with more prominent senses of religious self-identity.
One can assume this sort of endogamy played no role for the less imposing dynasties

53Berger-Sofer, “Political Kinship Alliances,” 49.
54In this case, another factor was also probable: the negative image of that dynasty due to the Sanz-Sadgora

controversy. See Assaf, Hetsits ve-Nifga’.
55On hostility between Habad and several other dynasties, see Jerome R. Mintz,Hasidic People: A Place in

the New World (Cambridge, 1992), 51–59; Ada Rapoport-Albert and Gadi Sagiv, “Habad versus ‘Polish
Hasidism’: Toward theHistory of aDichotomy,” in JonatanMeir andGadi Sagiv, eds.,Ḥabad: historia, hagut,
ve-dimui (Jerusalem, 2016), 223–65.

56On religious endogamy and “endogamy of the faithful,” see Jack Goody, The Development of the Family
and Marriage in Europe (Cambridge, 1983), 90.

57See KeithD. Snell, “English Rural Societies andGeographicalMarital Endogamy, 1700–1837,” Economic
History Review 55 (2002): 262–98.
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of Ropshits, Zlochov, and Chernobil, but it seems a plausible explanation for the
notably stringent group of Ger or the “aristocratic” Habad, which cultivated distinct
forms of religious practice and senses of superiority.58

Spatial patterns
As noted, the clusters of marriage alliances had a distinct territorial pattern. This is
significant for establishing possible correlations between geography and marital
preferences among the Hasidic elite, both clusters of dynasties (Polish, Galician,
small, trans-territorial) and individual groups. We can further ask whether spatial
features of marriage preferences in any way correlated with types of Hasidic
leadership and characterized individual dynasties. Do marriage networks allow for
the designation of regional clusters, and thus also regional borders of Hasidism and
East European Jewry? Are there regional specifics ofmarital strategies amongHasidic
leadership? Can we identify spatial patterns of marriage alliances? What role, if any,
did state or provincial borders play in Hasidic marriage strategies? Did these borders
overlap with Jewish cultural boundaries or were they easily traversed?

Most significantly, the data show a strong correlation between marriage
preferences and political boundaries in nineteenth-century Eastern Europe. Even
though figure 2 is not a geographical map, but an automated diagram of the Clauset-
Newman-Moore network, it closely imitates the proper geographical distribution of
the dynasties, with three dominant clusters for Galicia-Hungary, Ukraine-Belarus,
and central Poland.With a few exceptions of minor groups, the seats of the dynasties
determined where they would seek their marriage partners. This again confirms that
the political boundaries of nineteenth-century Eastern Europe informed Hasidism
not only politically but also in many forms of its cultural and even religious
expression, here in the pattern of their marital preferences.59 This meant that most
dynasties preferred to marry off their children within the same political and, after
1914, historical province. Map 1 presents this correlation between geographic
locations of the dynasties and the clusters to which they belonged.

The tendency to seek matches in the same province is even more evident when
studied at the level of individual dynasties. Table 3 in the appendix gives data on the
dynasties’ territorial preferences in five main provinces of Hasidic expansion in
Eastern Europe for the period prior to the Holocaust. Table 2 gives the same data
but amalgamated for all of the dynasties in a given province.

The tendency to seek marriages between dynasties from the same territory was
most pronounced in central Poland, where nearly all dynasties had between 90 and
100 percent of their matches, of both brides and grooms, within central Poland.

58On the endogamic tendency in Ger, seeMenahemMendelWeisbrod, Zikhron kadosh (Jerusalem, 2007),
41; on Habad, see Herzl, Nisuei ha-nesi’im, 61. The tension between Habad and other dynasties generated
objections from both sides to marriages between Habad and those dynasties; see Rapoport-Albert, Sagiv,
“Habad versus ‘Polish Hasidism’”; Butsina de-nehora ha-shalem (Lwów, 1930), 89.

59For the debate about the very notion of “Hasidic geography,” see esp. Aharon Z. Aescoly, Ha-
_
hasidut

be-Polin, D. Assaf, ed. (Jerusalem, 1998), 34–36; David Assaf, “‘Ḥasidut Polin’ o ‘
_
hasidut be-Polin?’ Li-ve’ayat

ha-ge’ografyah ha-
_
hasidit,” Gal-Ed 14 (1995): 197–206; Marcin Wodziński, “Space and Spirit;” Historical

Atlas of Hasidism, 115–37; andHasidism: Key Questions (New York, 2018), 165–99. On the ahistorical focus
of contemporary trends in the geography of religions, see Kim Knott, The Location of Religion: A Spatial
Analysis (London, 2005), 4–5.
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Map 1: Seats of the Hasidic dynasties and their matrimonial connections.
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On average, 81 percent of all marriages arranged by the Polish dynasties sought a
spouse among Polish dynasties. Similarly, Galician dynasties usually married their
children in Galicia, and Ukrainian dynasties in Ukraine. Galician dynasties
Premishlan, Ropshits, Stratyn, and Zydachov had 80 percent or more of their
mates in Galicia. This pattern was even more evident in marriages among smaller
dynasties, with at or close to 100 percent being in the same region.

Only in the peripheral regions of Hungary, Romania, and Lithuania/Belarus did
the dynasties seek matches principally outside of their home areas. This is
understandable: in provinces with a low Hasidic presence there were few matching
opportunities, few dynasties of status met the expectations of the other party, and
there were few powerful groups. Consequently, as many as 48 percent of Hungarian
and Romanian grooms and 44 percent of brides found theirmatches in Galicia, not in
Hungary or Romania. Likewise, 45 percent of Lithuanian newlyweds married in
Ukraine. This, too, is consistent with other spatial characteristics of the Hasidic
movement. As demonstrated in another study, the vast majority of shtiblekh of a
given groupwere located in the same nineteenth-century region as the tsadik or,more
often, the line of the tsadikim (i.e., the dynasty), with which they were affiliated, and
thus fully corresponded with the distribution of marriage preferences along the lines
of political borders.60 The most porous boundaries for shtiblekh were the same as for
marriages: between Galicia and Hungary as well as between Lithuania/Belarus and
Ukraine; that is, not state but provincial boundaries. Once more, this indicates
directions of interregional affinities and, more generally, confirms the relevance of
Eastern Europe’s political borders for internal cultural divisions within Hasidism,
both in the nineteenth century and later, long after those boundaries had changed
many times. With time, growing cultural differences in customs, religious practices,
self-definitions, and dress or religious stringencies between regional clusters of
Hasidism caused tensions between newlyweds and their families who came from

Table 2. Territorial distribution of marriages of the dynasties and median distances between bride and
groom’s place of residence, 1700s–1944.

Dynasties in
Poland
(P)

Galicia &
Bukovina

(G)
Ukraine

(U)

Lithuania
& Belarus

(L)

Hungary
&

Romania
(H)

groom’s
marriage
median
distance*

bride’s
marriage
median
distance

Poland 81% 13% 2% 2% 2% 226 239

Galicia &
Bukovina

9% 64% 11% 1% 15% 307 345

Ukraine 8% 17% 60% 8% 7% 367 383

Lithuania &
Belarus

14% 4% 42% 38% 1% 434 386

Hungary &
Romania

4% 46% 2% 1% 48% 370 589

*The median distance between the place of residence of the groom/bride’s father and the residence of the groom/bride’s
father-in-law.

60See Wodziński, “Space and Spirit”; and Historical Atlas of Hasidism, 115–37.
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two different traditions.61 Whether they were a reason for creating the clusters or an
outcome of them, sociocultural characteristics of Galician-Hungarian, Russian, and
Polish clusters further likened the core groupswithin each cluster and distanced them
from other clusters. It became ever more difficult to cross the political borders and
form interregional marriage alliances. This is one more similarity they share with
aristocratic elites of early modern Europe, for which, even in the most advantageous
periods, the international marriages never exceeded 2.5 percent.62 But at the same
time, it sharply distancesHasidic strategies fromChristian analogs, the closest of which
were Polishmagnates for whom transregional marriages were the most important tool
of political ascendance.63 It once more amplifies the essential difference between
marital strategies in a political elite and those among the spiritual elite of a religious
voluntary movement.

On the other hand, interregional marriages had two important advantages: First,
they reduced potential competition for resources: localities, shtiblekh, followers, and
their purses. Second, it helped dynasties to build an image of a major, transregional
power. Several dynasties consistently expanded their marital alliances intomore than
one province, of which the best example was Zlochov, as discussed earlier. Another
prominent example comes in Sadgora (which originated inUkraine, but from themid-
nineteenth century located in Bukovina, eastern Galicia, and Romania) which had a
strong preference for marriages in the Kiev gubernia of central Ukraine (Chernobil),
followed by Podolia (Apt-Mezhibozh, Savrah), and Bukovina (Vizhnits), and only a
small fraction of their marriages with Galicia and Hungary (Rimanov, Ropshits,
Krasne, Sanz). These transregional dynasties had also the highest median distances
from their in-laws (see table 3 in the appendix).

On the other end of the spectrum were the smallest dynasties that had not only all
their marriages within the same province but, closely correlated, smaller median
distances over which they married off their sons or daughters. The correlation,
however, was not consistent (see table 3). Among dynasties with the highest median
distances one can find both small and sizable groups, and likewise both minor and
dominant dynasties among those with small or medium-small distances (e.g.,
Aleksander, Kamionka2). This inconsistency might result from a limited quality of
the available data but might also indicate that distance was not a critically important
category in establishing marital alliances. In the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, information, including matchmaking offers of the Hasidic elite, traveled
wide and fast. The correlation also lacked any temporal pattern: median distances
between the late eighteenth and early twentieth centuries donot differ in any significant
way, and grew slowly from 176 kilometers in the earliest period to 216 kilometers in the
interbellum.64 Until the Holocaust, it seems that the advent of modernity with its new
means of transportation had only limited influence on the marital horizons of the
Hasidic leadership.

61See, for example, David Assaf, Untold Tales of the Hasidim: Crisis & Discontent in the History of
Hasidism (Waltham, 2010), 206–35; Gadi Sagiv, “The Narcissism of Small Differences? Rituals and Customs
as Hasidic Identity-Markers,” Polin 33 (2019): 151–71, 161–63.

62See Demel, “European Nobility”; Schönpflug, “One European Family?,” 31–32.
63See Paul D. McLean, “Widening Access while Tightening Control: Office-Holding, Marriages, and Elite

Consolidation in Early Modern Poland,” Theory and Society 33 (2004): 200–1.
64This is 176 kilometers for the period 1700–1772, 228 kilometers for 1772–1815, 191 kilometers for 1815–

1867, 216 kilometers for 1867–1914, and the same for 1914–1944.
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If there were a pattern, it would not be distance-dependent, chronological, or
power-based but rather territorial/provincial: dynasties in Ukraine and Lithuania/
Belarus (Habad, Apt-Mezhibozh, Karlin-Stolin, Chernobil, Savran) as a rule had
largermedian distances for theirmarriages than those inGalicia or, especially, central
Poland. This is understandable given the northwest shift of Hasidism’s center of
gravity from Ukraine to Galicia and central Poland in the nineteenth century. In
effect, there is a significant correlation between high distances for the matches and
low numbers of Hasidic leaders per capita in a given province, or simply put, the
tsadikim had to look for matches farther away in areas where there were few of
them.65 More generally, this parallels the demographical factor of the Jewish
settlements’ densities, which were much higher in Galicia and Poland than in
Russia.66 In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries there were more Jews,
Hasidim, and tsadikim in central Poland and Galicia than in Ukraine or Lithuania/
Belarus; one could thusmore easily find a propermatch there for a dynasty’s children.

There were no noticeable and consistent differences between median distances of
marrying off sons and daughters amongmost of the dynasties. This might imply that
the dynastic policies were gender-symmetrical, at least in this respect. This is
significant because it seems to confirm the aforementioned similar importance
attributed to the marriages of both sexes and their similar role in building dynastic
alliances, though the matter requires further analysis. The trend of gender equality in
marriage strategies is not always evident but is covertly persistent in Hasidic wedding
books, an important source for our analysis. Naturally, their starting point is the
marriage of sons as future tsadikim. But in practice equal significance is given to the
lineage and dynastic affiliations of brides and grooms. What is more, some of the
wedding books contain chapters dedicated to themarriages of dynastic daughters and
are similar in style to those concerning sons, even if the chapter titles tend to represent
the grooms.67 We found that in most descriptions of marriages between dynasties,
even in the inner-Hasidic historiographical literature, there is a clear tendency to
glorify the bride’s lineage and to compare it to that of the groom.

After the Holocaust
The earliest dynasties did not emerge before the end of the eighteenth century, and it
usually took them more than one generation to start to build consistent dynastic
strategies. Therefore, the fully developed marriage strategies among the Hasidic
dynasties, with their clusters, alliances, and territorial preferences, took their final
form no sooner than aroundmid-nineteenth century. The process began in Ukraine,
matured in Galicia, and eventually, hesitantly, expanded to central Poland. In this
sense, the history of dynastic strategies is fully consistent with the general history of
Hasidism and its “hegemonic centers.”68

65See Wodziński, Hasidism, 158–62.
66For a good introduction, see Mark Kupovetsky, “Population and Migration before World War I,” in

Gershon D. Hundert (ed.), YIVO Encyclopedia of Jews in Eastern Europe (New Haven, 2008), 1423–29.
67See e.g.:Kuntres yihus avot:Kretshnif-Modzits (Bnei Brak, 1999);Ve-tsadikim yisme

_
hu: Belz-Makhnovka

(Bnei Brak, 2002); Le-mishpe
_
hotam le-veit avotam: Stanislav-Zutshka (Bnei Brak, 2006); Yihus avot: Kuzmir-

Modzits (Beit Shemesh, 2013); Be-ohalei tsadikim (Jerusalem, 2017).
68See Wodziński and Gellman, “Toward a New Geography of Hasidism”; Wodziński, Historical Atlas of

Hasidism, 34–51.
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Massive dislocations of Hasidic leadership and changing economic conditions forced
some dynasties tomodify theirmarriage strategies in the wake ofWorldWar I.69 But the
dramatic turning point camewith theHolocaust. As a result of decimation of theHasidic
community, many of the traditional marriage strategies became irrelevant. Several
dynasties lost their position due to physical extinction, while some others became
marginal because of their loss of social basis, dearth of followers, or dispersion. Once-
central Apt-Mezhibozh andKuznits almost ceased to exist, and semi-peripheralNeskhiz
vanished. Once powerful Kobrin, Stepan, or Olik, too, disappeared entirely; influential
Aleksander becamemarginal, and Sadgora lost much of its clout. That did notmean full
abandonment of the old preferences, but the number of inter-dynastic marriages fell
drastically. In the period immediately after theHolocaust there were simply few dynastic
children to be married, they were dispersed, and many were unsure as to the
continuation of their Hasidic leadership. The tendency for inter-dynastic marriages
slowly reemerged later in the twentieth century, but the average for the entire post-
Holocaust period is as low as 56 percent, compared to 80 percent in the interbellum.

This caused the collapse of the former clusters and alliances. None of the pre-
Holocaust clusters survived, and none of the alliances continued to exist in their prior
forms. Of the 40 strongest pre-Holocaust alliances, less than one-third preserved any
continuity, and only one (Chernobil-Zlochov) maintained its earlier intensity. Some of
the strongest, including Chernobil-Sadgora and Ropshits-Sanz (each with seventeen
matrimonies), entirely abandoned their previous alliances. Until the end of the twentieth
century, no new dynasties emerged as central in their matrimonial network. Just as for
the general Hasidic community, the post-Holocaust realities exerted a significant
standardizing and unifying influence on Hasidic elites and their marriage habits.70

Due to the major spatial dislocation of Hasidism, the geography of marriage
preferences also changed. “Polish” tsadikim are no longer in Poland, nor do
“Hungarian” ones remain in Hungary. Today they often reside in the same
neighborhood in Jerusalem, greater Tel Aviv, or New York, or thousands of
kilometers away across the Atlantic. This shift made the old categories of space
extraneous, but it did not annihilate the old “territorial” preferences entirely, since
they were often rooted in both spatial proximity and, more importantly, similarities
in their ethos. It remains unclear what will eventually emerge. Today, Polish leaders
(that is, Hasidic leaders that were previously part of the Polish cluster) still prefer
dynasties that originated in central Poland (and asmany as 90 percent of them choose
their in-laws among Polish dynasties), while Galician tsadikim increasingly prefer
in-laws fromHungary andRomania, a clear expression of the shifting hierarchies and
the rising importance of these latter groups.

Similarly, median distances between residencies of brides and grooms radically
increased due to the greater distances between the two main centers of Hasidism, in
Israel and North America, along with a greater ease of trans-Atlantic matches. While
the median distance in the late nineteenth century and the interwar period was
216 kilometers, after the Holocaust it extended fourteen times, to 3,041 kilometers.
Hasidic matchmaking became global, and older categories of regional versus trans-
territorial marriage strategies lost all relevancy.

69See Biale et al.,Hasidism, 579–95; andWodziński,Hasidism, 243–77. See also Glenn Dynner, The Light
of Learning: Hasidism in Poland on the Eve of the Holocaust (New York, 2023), 17–56.

70See Jacques Gutwirth, The Rebirth of Hasidism: 1945 to the Present Day, S. Leighton, trans. (London,
2005), 135–37.
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While it is certain that the post-Holocaust map of dynastic marriage strategies is
nothing like the old one, it remains unclear what new map will emerge.

Conclusions
The data analyzed in this article, for 2,375 marriages of 3,510 tsadikim, provides a rich
picture of dynastic strategies in Hasidism. It reveals a pronounced tendency to not only
marrydynastic childrenoff to otherHasidic dynasties but also followdiscernible geosocial
patterns and hierarchies of matchmaking. In another study we noted a visible preference
for arranging marriages with dynasties of similar social status, in terms of seniority, as
measured by their age, and socioeconomic influence, asmeasured by the numbers of their
shtiblekh and followers.71 However, against this general tendency, among Hasidic
dynasties the most popular matching partners (Chernobil, Ropshits, Ropshits2, Sanz,
and Zlochov) were not necessarily those with the greatest seniority or socio-economic
capital, but rather those which could combine these features with less imposing dynastic
strategies. Such flexible dynasties were popular for marriage because there were lower
risks of inter-dynastic conflicts due to sharp differences in customs and lifestyles. For
dynastic success, it was equally important to be dominant yet to avoid excessive
deployment of that dominance. In other words, wide inter-dynastic connections both
strengthened the position of a dynasty and required resignation from, or at least less stress
on, using marriages as a means of acquiring power. If this negative correlation between
dynastic success and stringencies of dynastic identities proves to be correct, it strongly
indicates similarities with other networks of expanding elites. But, equally importantly, it
amplifies differences between power-oriented political and/or economic networks and
religious dynasties with their prime goal of enhancing their spiritual influence.72

A significant category for differentiating the dynasties is their level of intra-
dynastic endogamy. The majority of dynasties practiced no endogamy at all, while
several others kept it at a relatively low level of 3–6 percent. Only a small group of
dynasties practiced endogamy at a level that reached 20 percent, and the most
extreme case was 34 percent. High endogamy could stem from both the centrality
of a dynasty reluctant to share its prestige with others (as in the case of Sadgora) and
themarginality of a dynasty that was an unattractive match for any other comparable
family (as in the case of Nadvorna).

Finally,we candifferentiate the dynasties as to theirmarital preferences according to
territorial clustering. Three such clusters exist—Galician-Hungarian, Russian, and
Polish—with several outliers. The political boundaries of nineteenth-century Eastern
Europe proved to be viable cultural boundaries for Hasidism, at least in its marriage
policies. These characteristics emerge from an analysis of our quantitative data, not
from superimposed sociocultural stereotypes (even if some apparent stereotypes can
now be substantiated by the quantitative data). The clusters are characterized not only
by the territoriality their names indicate, but also by other distinguishing features:
vigorous inclusion of rabbinical elites and scholarly ethos in the Galician-Hungarian
cluster, a noticeable preference for the oldest dynasties in the Russian cluster, or the
relative weakness of dynastic connections within the Polish one. This finding should be

71See Wodziński, Gellman, Sagiv, “Marriage, Leadership, and Dynasties.”
72See McLean, “Widening Access.”
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compared with other scholarly attempts to recognize and verify possible dominant
features of these regional versions of Hasidism, and also with their popular images.73

We were also able to locate core and peripheral dynasties for each of those clusters,
“bridges” that maintain their interconnectivity, as well as alliances between individual
dynasties and their durability. Individual inter-dynastic alliances could be established
both within (Chernobil-Sadgora, Sanz-Oyhel) and between clusters (Chernobil-Belz).
However, therewas a simultaneous tendency to limit the extent of such alliances, possibly
due to the danger that the stronger dynasty would subjugate the weaker. Historical cases
of “converting” sons-in-laws from the weaker to the stronger dynasty confirm that this
threat was real, or at least perceived as real, even if it was not widespread.74

Spatial analysis of the marriage practices suggests there was a gender symmetry in
the Hasidic leadership’s approach to marrying off sons and daughters. This is
significant, because it might confirm our working hypothesis that marriages of
sons (except for firstborns) and daughters had a similar role in building the
dynastic alliances and dynastic positions of Hasidic groups. Substantiating this
assumption will require further research, and that is true regarding all of the areas
that we have discussed. We also know that we cannot back up all of our quantitative
observations with qualitative sources. Still, with all of the limitations of the database,
methods, and analyses applied in this study, we believe it brings us closer to
understanding how Hasidic dynasties constructed their marriage strategies and
how these played out in how they built their dynastic positions.

In her study on elite families in Dallas, Shay O’Brien wrote, “Dynasties are brittle,
but webs are strong, and the upper class is a web,”75 and argued that the web structure
of the network of elite families contributed to the persistence of that elite in the face of
crises. Our findings bring us to a similar conclusion. Rather than a set of unrelated
dynasties, Hasidic leadership gradually became a web of interconnected families, with
distinctive patterns of organization, clusters, alliances, and endogamic practices. Both
Hasidism’s similarities to other elite societies and its idiosyncrasies, visible only
through comparison, shed new light on historical processes within both Hasidism
and those other elite networks. As such, we expect this research to prove relevant and
innovative for the wider fields of religious studies and the historical study of dynasties.
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Appendix Table 3

All the SNA calculations for this study have been conducted through the UCINet (Borgatti, S. P., M. G.
Everett, and L. C. Freeman,Ucinet 6 forWindows: Software for Social Network Analysis (Harvard, 2002)). The
only exception has been made for cluster analysis, for which we have used the Clauset-Newman-Moore and
Wakita Tsurumi algorithms offered in Node XL Basic, as both gave the most interesting result fully
corresponding with further spatial analysis, while the most popular, Girvan-Newman (offered in both
NodeXL and UCINet), provides a large number of outliers. The other community detection algorithms
provided by the UCINet (Louvian, and Newman) give less significant results.

The database was calculated as a weighted and undirected network, where the value of each edge is the
number of marriages (the only case when we analyzed the data as directed applies to gender relations where
we differentiate between marrying off a groom and a bride). After removing 12 isolates, the network has
110 nodes for 110 dynasties, 1,164 ties valued from 1 to 18, with an average degree at 10.582, centralization at
4.15, the density of the network at 0.097, average distance at 2.353, small worldness at 3.152.

The table below presents the essential data on the 122 dynasties, as they are subject to analysis in the
article, thus (1) centrality measures, (2) level of endogamy, and (3) territorial patterns of marrying off
dynastic children.

All the raw data used in this study has beenmade available online at tsadikim.uwr.edu.pl. Thewebsite is in
the process of development with built-in analytical tools for SNA, spatial, and statistical analyses as well as
visualization and mapping tools.

Cite this article: Wodziński, Marcin, Uriel Gellman, and Gadi Sagiv. 2025. “Hasidic Dynasties: Geosocial
Patterns of Marriage Strategies.” Comparative Studies in Society and History, 67: 487–523, doi:10.1017/
S0010417525000052
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Table 3. Marriage patterns of the Hasidic dynasties

marriages centrality measures4 married their children in
median

distance for6

dynasty1
no. of
leaders2 all

inter-
dynastic3 closeness betweenness coreness Bonacich

endo-
gamy5 P G&B U L H&R grooms brides

Aleksander, P 19 22 13 0.472 0.023 0.013 0.113 0% 95% 0% 0% 5% 0% 120 172

Amdur, L 6 5 1 0.337 0.000 0.001 0.007 0% 40% 0% 0% 60% 0% 212

Anipoli, U 23 33 28 0.502 0.015 0.098 1.023 0% 7% 29% 57% 0% 7% 365 303

Apt-Mezhibozh, U 34 64 50 0.502 0.008 0.198 2.040 7% 6% 36% 44% 0% 14% 406 280

Apt-Wolbrom, P 17 24 22 0.478 0.001 0.057 0.605 0% 57% 38% 0% 0% 5% 175 169

Ashlag 5 3 0 0%

Balta, U 3 2 2 0.349 0.000 0.003 0.026 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 205 53

Belz, G 70 100 80 0.556 0.050 0.226 2.371 7% 20% 54% 16% 5% 4% 208 272

Bendery, R 7 11 10 0.424 0.002 0.023 0.222 0% 0% 9% 82% 0% 9% 683 586

Berdichov, U 19 24 22 0.480 0.007 0.070 0.700 0% 8% 38% 50% 4% 0% 243 377

Berdichov2, U 8 11 8 0.398 0.002 0.008 0.074 0% 10% 20% 60% 10% 0% 333 437

Besht, U 27 45 31 0.456 0.016 0.055 0.529 0% 0% 12% 74% 12% 2% 120 172

Bialistok, L 3 6 6 0.387 0.001 0.003 0.026 0% 25% 0% 0% 75% 0% 488 134

Bikshad, H 3 3 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 362 362

Buchach, G 7 14 5 0.421 0.000 0.011 0.110 13% 0% 77% 0% 0% 23% 99 225

Buchach-Dorohoi, R 11 12 9 0.445 0.004 0.027 0.269 0% 0% 67% 11% 0% 22% 408 222

Bzhezhan, G 12 18 14 0.474 0.002 0.045 0.469 0% 0% 87% 7% 0% 7% 236 99

Chernobil, U 135 268 150 0.545 0.049 0.352 3.571 30% 8% 13% 63% 7% 9% 383 427

Chernovits, B 8 11 3 0.388 0.000 0.007 0.074 0% 0% 44% 0% 0% 56% 170 377
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Table 3. (Continued)

marriages centrality measures4 married their children in
median

distance for6

dynasty1
no. of
leaders2 all

inter-
dynastic3 closeness betweenness coreness Bonacich

endo-
gamy5 P G&B U L H&R grooms brides

Ciekhanov, P 18 12 4 0.314 0.019 0.001 0.004 0% 70% 10% 0% 20% 0% 143

Davidhorodok, L 14 12 8 0.434 0.000 0.016 0.151 0% 8% 0% 92% 0% 0% 297 292

Dembits, G 5 3 1 0.305 0.000 0.001 0.006 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 63 63

Desh, H 21 22 7 0.438 0.000 0.026 0.277 12% 6% 41% 0% 0% 53% 433 0

Dinov, G 36 61 44 0.512 0.008 0.161 1.747 15% 7% 83% 4% 0% 6% 183 132

Dombrova, G 44 56 45 0.491 0.007 0.169 1.834 3% 23% 66% 4% 0% 6% 146 262

Dorog, H 4 3 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Ger, P 19 31 6 0.410 0.001 0.010 0.095 28% 95% 5% 0% 0% 0% 161 154

Gostynin, P 4 3 1 0.240 0.000 0.000 0.000 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 68

Grodzisk, G 3 1 0 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Grokhov, P 3 2 1 0.333 0.000 0.001 0.009 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 195

Habad, L 30 46 15 0.438 0.004 0.038 0.388 29% 5% 5% 48% 43% 0% 417 467

Hodash,H 7 6 1 0.335 0.000 0.004 0.040 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 186

Istrik, G 7 9 8 0.407 0.001 0.020 0.216 0% 44% 56% 0% 0% 0% 279 24

Izbits-Radzin, P 13 12 2 0.365 0.000 0.003 0.025 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 155 314

Kalev, H 19 22 15 0.443 0.001 0.034 0.352 6% 0% 74% 5% 0% 21% 250 98

Kamionka, U 15 10 7 0.394 0.000 0.011 0.107 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 358 3806

Kamionka2, G 19 30 19 0.431 0.002 0.075 0.815 11% 3% 90% 3% 0% 3% 122 159

Karlin2, L 16 20 13 0.454 0.003 0.026 0.248 0% 6% 25% 56% 13% 0% 320 260

Karlin-Stolin, L 14 31 26 0.470 0.001 0.084 0.855 0% 36% 18% 36% 11% 0% 383 442
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Table 3. (Continued)

marriages centrality measures4 married their children in
median

distance for6

dynasty1
no. of
leaders2 all

inter-
dynastic3 closeness betweenness coreness Bonacich

endo-
gamy5 P G&B U L H&R grooms brides

Kasan, H 17 21 10 0.458 0.008 0.040 0.419 13% 0% 33% 0% 0% 67% 311 107

Kerestir, H 3 3 1 0.365 0.000 0.004 0.045 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 253 270

Khelm, P 5 2 2 0.356 0.000 0.002 0.017 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 293

Khelm2, P 12 8 7 0.431 0.001 0.019 0.195 0% 57% 29% 0% 14% 0% 169 212

Kholoyov, U 6 7 2 0.399 0.000 0.006 0.053 0% 0% 60% 20% 0% 20% 141 108

Kobrin, L 7 9 7 0.427 0.027 0.020 0.193 0% 38% 13% 25% 25% 0% 322 311

Komarno, G 26 35 23 0.474 0.009 0.061 0.646 0% 14% 64% 4% 7% 11% 307 197

Korets, U 39 51 32 0.522 0.053 0.079 0.796 8% 2% 22% 71% 0% 6% 171 316

Korosteshov, U 8 11 10 0.426 0.000 0.030 0.300 0% 0% 10% 80% 0% 10% 274 154

Kotsk, P 25 22 13 0.405 0.007 0.008 0.057 0% 95% 0% 0% 5% 0% 154 99

Koydanov, L 29 40 27 0.507 0.040 0.041 0.397 19% 8% 5% 38% 46% 3% 306 427

Krakov-Noyshtat, P 15 19 12 0.431 0.004 0.029 0.310 0% 44% 56% 0% 0% 0% 263 156

Krasne, U 10 7 7 0.387 0.003 0.007 0.065 0% 0% 14% 86% 0% 0% 228 145

Krute, U 5 3 3 0.408 0.000 0.006 0.060 0% 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 886

Kuzmir, P 27 21 11 0.408 0.005 0.009 0.073 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 70 167

Kuznits, P 52 72 56 0.540 0.043 0.139 1.426 15% 56% 29% 3% 6% 6% 206 138

Lelov, P 38 60 23 0.447 0.009 0.022 0.196 10% 84% 10% 3% 0% 3% 171 132

Lentshna, P 5 3 0 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Lentshna-Ostrov, P 3 3 2 0.368 0.001 0.002 0.015 0% 67% 0% 0% 33% 0% 144 219

Liska, H 11 10 0 0% 0% 78% 0% 0% 22% 218 326

Linits, U 20 35 23 0.466 0.006 0.071 0.714 17% 11% 7% 67% 11% 4% 331 331
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Table 3. (Continued)

marriages centrality measures4 married their children in
median

distance for6

dynasty1
no. of
leaders2 all

inter-
dynastic3 closeness betweenness coreness Bonacich

endo-
gamy5 P G&B U L H&R grooms brides

Lipsko, P 6 3 3 0.405 0.000 0.009 0.089 0% 67% 33% 0% 0% 0% 95

Lizhensk, G 45 57 25 0.450 0.005 0.072 0.770 11% 20% 60% 0% 0% 20% 177 223

Lubieshov, L 14 16 10 0.440 0.004 0.017 0.161 8% 0% 0% 73% 13% 13% 270 143

Lublin, P 28 43 28 0.498 0.040 0.056 0.552 4% 74% 8% 13% 0% 5% 155 217

Lublin2, P 8 8 4 0.342 0.000 0.001 0.005 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 135 70

Mostisk, G 3 4 4 0.376 0.000 0.012 0.130 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 271 134

Nadvorna, G 103 131 35 0.484 0.018 0.085 0.894 34% 0% 37% 0% 1% 61% 268 225

Narol, P 10 14 9 0.424 0.001 0.022 0.239 0% 0% 83% 0% 0% 17% 128 147

Neshiz, U 39 61 49 0.527 0.047 0.117 1.138 9% 25% 11% 54% 7% 4% 283 256

Nikolsburg 15 20 7 0.422 0.002 0.010 0.098 7% 0% 75% 13% 0% 13% 495 1394

Olesko, G 29 36 26 0.505 0.013 0.082 0.869 0% 3% 65% 6% 0% 26% 151 137

Olyk, U 15 26 22 0.491 0.016 0.054 0.540 0% 0% 30% 60% 5% 5% 358 383

Ostrog, U 22 29 23 0.449 0.006 0.073 0.728 7% 4% 4% 77% 12% 4% 326 214

Oyhel, H 56 82 60 0.502 0.033 0.217 2.375 8% 7% 63% 1% 0% 28% 235 284

Ozharov, P 9 16 10 0.445 0.001 0.014 0.123 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 180 197

Praga, P 4 4 2 0.411 0.001 0.005 0.050 0% 75% 0% 25% 0% 0% 64

Premishlan, G 41 43 21 0.470 0.003 0.068 0.693 7% 0% 87% 8% 0% 5% 174 195

Pshiskha, P 68 91 54 0.559 0.087 0.085 0.840 14% 76% 15% 4% 3% 3% 182 156
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Table 3. (Continued)

marriages centrality measures4 married their children in
median

distance for6

dynasty1
no. of
leaders2 all

inter-
dynastic3 closeness betweenness coreness Bonacich

endo-
gamy5 P G&B U L H&R grooms brides

Pshiskha2, P 3 2 2 0.300 0.000 0.000 0.001 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 71

Pupa, H 3 3 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 509

Pzhebdbozh, P 11 21 12 0.419 0.002 0.025 0.259 14% 90% 10% 0% 0% 0% 72 207

Radomsk, P 17 22 13 0.410 0.003 0.008 0.053 27% 95% 5% 0% 0% 0% 145 197

Radoshits, P 27 41 27 0.500 0.029 0.047 0.472 10% 80% 20% 0% 0% 0% 194 249

Radzymin, P 6 7 5 0.411 0.003 0.007 0.065 0% 57% 29% 0% 14% 0% 377 173

Rashkov, U 10 11 10 0.398 0.000 0.037 0.377 0% 0% 10% 50% 20% 20% 289 291

Rimanov, G 3 9 4 0.377 0.001 0.013 0.137 0% 13% 75% 0% 0% 13% 128 136

Rimanov2, G 4 4 2 0.392 0.000 0.007 0.077 0% 75% 25% 0% 0% 0% 268 287

Ropshits, G 103 193 119 0.553 0.055 0.336 3.641 17% 7% 84% 1% 0% 8% 136 156

Ropshits2, G 90 122 97 0.571 0.090 0.255 2.717 9% 11% 66% 1% 1% 22% 189 296

Ryglits, G 4 3 0 0% 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Sadgora, B 73 126 60 0.509 0.021 0.218 2.244 31% 4% 50% 30% 3% 13% 239 243

Sambor, G 14 24 11 0.433 0.001 0.029 0.281 17% 0% 90% 10% 0% 0% 162 90

Sanz, G 91 184 116 0.571 0.065 0.346 3.748 13% 8% 65% 4% 1% 23% 158 218

Sasov, G 4 5 4 0.396 0.000 0.010 0.098 0% 50% 25% 0% 0% 25% 237

Savran, U 19 39 30 0.454 0.008 0.082 0.815 0% 0% 15% 55% 18% 12% 424 316

Shepetovka, U 2 7 5 0.359 0.000 0.004 0.031 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 152

Slonim, L 14 16 6 0.380 0.012 0.003 0.025 0% 67% 0% 17% 17% 0% 455 86

Sokal, G 6 4 3 0.369 0.000 0.010 0.100 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 215 3709
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Table 3. (Continued)

marriages centrality measures4 married their children in
median

distance for6

dynasty1
no. of

leaders2 all
inter-

dynastic3 closeness betweenness coreness Bonacich
endo-
gamy5 P G&B U L H&R grooms brides

Sokhachev, P 7 10 7 0.405 0.001 0.007 0.061 0% 86% 14% 0% 0% 0% 130 191

Spinka, H 23 27 15 0.472 0.001 0.051 0.548 0% 0% 21% 0% 0% 79% 214 4795

Stepan, U 22 38 33 0.464 0.009 0.082 0.800 0% 3% 14% 54% 20% 9% 300 413

Stopnits, P 7 0 0

Stratyn, G 35 42 21 0.476 0.006 0.054 0.561 9% 0% 97% 0% 0% 3% 130 170

Strelisk, G 35 42 22 0.468 0.006 0.047 0.468 23% 6% 45% 18% 0% 30% 342 243

Strikov, P 3 1 0 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1014

Toldot Aharon 5 4 1 0.396 0.000 0.005 0.049 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 330

Toldot, U 14 8 4 0.360 0.000 0.009 0.086 0% 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 130 112

Tosh, H 6 5 2 0.335 0.000 0.002 0.022 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 84 418

Vielipoli, G 9 9 6 0.394 0.001 0.013 0.136 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 56 76

Vishnitsa, G 19 28 16 0.438 0.022 0.036 0.380 10% 31% 50% 4% 0% 15% 160 157

Viskitki, P 5 2 0 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 134

Vizhnits, B 58 103 71 0.553 0.042 0.232 2.450 10% 2% 61% 20% 0% 16% 267 227

Volbozh, P 8 3 0 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 38 58

Volotchisk, U 6 11 9 0.411 0.005 0.009 0.083 0% 27% 0% 73% 0% 0% 260 396

Vorka, P 32 40 18 0.427 0.029 0.010 0.068 7% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 152 76

Yaroslav, G 23 40 30 0.474 0.008 0.082 0.881 0% 6% 89% 3% 0% 3% 160 157

Yarychev, P 6 5 2 0.367 0.000 0.005 0.048 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 232

Zbarazh, G 19 20 13 0.452 0.005 0.029 0.292 7% 0% 60% 20% 0% 20% 196 134

(Continued)

522
M
arcin

W
odziński,U

rielG
ellm

an
and

G
adiSagiv

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417525000052 Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417525000052


Table 3. (Continued)

marriages centrality measures4 married their children in
median

distance for6

dynasty1
no. of
leaders2 all

inter-
dynastic3 closeness betweenness coreness Bonacich

endo-
gamy5 P G&B U L H&R grooms brides

Zhytomir, U 4 6 5 0.392 0.001 0.010 0.094 0% 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 177 338

Zlochov, G 111 180 139 0.653 0.219 0.292 2.941 7% 12% 39% 39% 3% 7% 222 306

Zydachov, G 57 87 58 0.529 0.014 0.154 1.634 9% 3% 77% 3% 1% 16% 166 195

Zykhlin, P 6 5 3 0.389 0.000 0.008 0.082 0% 80% 20% 0% 0% 0% 261

1P for Poland; G for Galicia, B for Bukovina, G&B for Galicia and Bukovina; U for Ukraine; L for Lithuania and Belarus; H for Hungary, R for Romania, H&R for Hungary and Romania
2both the tsadikim and others who played a role in leadership transmission
3equals raw degree centrality value
4normalized (UCINet); coreness for continuous coreness model; Freeman closeness (after removing isolates, the network is connected)
5only for endogamy within the dynasty
6for marriages until the Holocaust. This means the median distance between the place of residence of the groom’s father and the residence of groom’s father-in-law. Respectively, the following
column gives the median distance between the place of residence of the bride’s father and the residence of her father-in-law.
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